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Abstract
Factors affecting the job satisfaction of tertiary graduates are studied using recent data on 13 European countries from 2010–
11. Special attention is given to differences between bachelors and masters. It is found that in many countries, master’s degree
decreases job satisfaction. Moreover, it never increases the job satisfaction of female employees. Masters are more sensitive than
bachelors to career opportunities, variety in work and whether learning is required in the job; while bachelors are more sensitive to
the risk of moving to a less interesting job and monetary compensation. Overeducation generally does not affect the job satisfaction
of bachelors, but strongly decreases that of masters. The results also show that the most important groups of job-related factors
influencing job satisfaction, in the order of importance, are (1) content, (2) risks and (3) compensation. Support activities (help
from co-workers and ability to manage own working time) are also important for job satisfaction, as they allow to mitigate stressful
situations.
c© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. Selection and/or peer-review under responsibility of the Organising Committee
of ICOAE 2015
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1. Introduction
One of the definitions of job satisfaction is “an overall affective orientation on the part of individuals toward work
roles which they are presently occupying” [1, p. 126]. It is known as one of the main determinants of the intention
to quit. Hence, it was heavily studied in occupations with high turnover like nursing [2, 3]. After a job change,
job satisfaction increases [4], which may be interpreted as an evidence that workers take into account expected job
satisfaction when choosing among several job proposals.
Few studies analysing the factors affecting the job satisfaction of general European population exist. This study
aims at adding to that body of knowledge by analysing the job satisfaction determinants of tertiary graduates in 13
European countries. For that purpose, I use data from round 5 of European Social Survey, gathered in 2010–11.
A particularity of the current study is that the effects from five groups of primary job-related factors are studied,
controlling for other variables, and the results are compared across countries and across the two education levels:
bachelor’s and master’s.
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Table 1. Job-Related Factors Affecting Job Satisfaction from ESS Round 5
Group Variable Name Original Description
Content Variety in work There is a lot of variety in my work
Job requires learning My job requires that I keep learning new things
Effort Job requires to work hard My job requires that I work very harda
Work overload I never seem to have enough time to get everything done in my job
Risks Health at risk at work My health or safety is at risk because of my work
Risk moving to a less interesting job I may have to move to a less interestingb job in my organisation in the next 12 months
Compensation Career opportunities My opportunities for advancement are good
Paid appropriately Considering all my effortsc and achievements in my job, I feel I get paid appropriately
Wage depends on effort My wage or salary depends on the amount of effort I put in my work
Employment guarantee My job is secured
Support Help from co-workers I can get support and help from my co-workers when needed
Can manage own work time I can decide the time I start and finish work
a
“Hard” refers to the intensity or long hours.
b Less interesting to the respondent in their own opinion.
c
“Effort” in the sense of try more than minimum.
d
“Secure” in the sense of an actual or implied promise/likelihood of continued employment with that employer.
At a theoretical level, the Job Demands–Resources model [5] considers the workplace (in its broad meaning)
as a field where job demands meet with available resources. When not enough resources are available to satisfy
job demands, job strain occurs. Resources, however, are used not only for satisfying demands, but also as a driver
for employee’s motivation. Hence, this framework argues about the importance of support activities like help from
co-workers or allowing employees to manage their working time for increasing satisfaction with job. This role of
social support as a buffer against job strain found empirical support in studies across many occupations [6, 7, 8, 9,
10]. At the same time, excessive job demands (e.g., leading to regularly not being able to finish all tasks on time)
or insufficient resources (e.g., not being paid appropriately, but also having no opportunity for advancement and
performing a considerable amount of repetitive tasks) lead to stressful situations and, thus, decrease job satisfaction.
Several studies were done to analyse the factors affecting the job satisfaction of general population (as opposed to
concrete occupation). In 10 European countries, the type of work was identified as the most important determinant
of job satisfaction [11]. The other important factors, with some minor country-specific differences, go in the follow-
ing order: earnings, working conditions, job security and working times. Another European study [12] reports the
following order of importance: career, opportunity to pursue own ideas, good social environment, use of acquired
knowledge and skills and challenging tasks. It is important to note that neither of these two studies include Central
and Eastern European countries and [12] did not include financial compensation among the variables explaining job
satisfaction. It is also found that young European tertiary graduates feel very disappointed when they cannot use their
knowledge and competencies in the job (i.e., when they are overeducated or overskilled), while undereducation and
underskilling increases their job satisfaction, but the key factor of graduates’ job satisfaction still is salary [13].
The paper is structured as follows. The next section discusses data and methods used thereafter. Section 3 presents
the results of the analysis and Sect. 4 discusses them. The last section concludes.
2. Data and Methods
Of all currently available ESS rounds, only two contain the job satisfaction variable: round 3 and round 5. While
round 3 was used in job-satisfaction models [14], it contains very little information about respondents’ perceptions of
their current job. On the contrary, round 5 introduces a block of variables that directly measure respondents’ attitudes
to various aspects of their current job (see Table 1), which I will refer to as primary job-related factors. I consider
these variables as important control variables and include them in regressions. Unfortunately, nearly all of them are
missing in round 3, so it is impossible to compare their effects across time. As a result, data from round 5 only are
used in this study.
The current job satisfaction variable in ESS measures the respondent’s answer to the question “How satisfied are
you in your main job?” on the 0–10 scale. Two classes of econometric methods can be applied to such dependent
variable. The first one is ordered logistic regression, but this would complicate the analysis, as large tables would
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Table 2. Marginal Effects after Tobit Regressions of Job Satisfaction: Education Level Effects
Females BE-BG-DK-ES-UK GR-IL-SE DE-FR-NL-NO-PL
Master’s degree (rel. to bachelor’s) −0.339∗∗∗ −0.154 0.001
N 653 397 576
McFadden’s pseudo R2 0.1175 0.1153 0.1152
Males DE-ES-UK BE-GR-IL-PL NL-NO BG-DK-SE FR
Master’s degree (rel. to bachelor’s) −0.520∗∗∗ −0.342∗ 0.097∗∗∗ 0.316∗ 1.849∗∗∗
N 314 374 269 238 66
McFadden’s pseudo R2 0.1418 0.0974 0.1296 0.1644 0.3025
∗∗∗p < 0.01, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗p < 0.10 Standard errors adjusted to account for intra-country correlations. Subset of results reported.
have to be produced for each of the eleven categories to show marginal effects. In principle, one could use stereotype
logistic regression [15] to combine the categories of the dependent variable that are not distinguishable by respondents
and, consequently, reduce the number of categories. I performed this check and found that the reduction is not big
enough to improve the readability of model output (eleven categories were reduced to seven).
Thus, I proceed with the second option – running linear models, which can be justified by having a large number of
dependent-variable categories. To be able to make predictions that are always in the interval [0,10], I employ two-limit
tobit regression with the lower limit of 0 and the upper limit of 10.
I delimit the analysis to currently employed tertiary-educated individuals aged 20–60. The inclusion of primary job-
related factors further reduces the sample size, as they are defined only for employees (while a significant proportion
of respondents in the ESS dataset are self-employed). Consequently, removing from the analysis countries with less
than 120 observations, the estimation sample consists of 13 countries.
The estimation strategy is as follows. Firstly, I concentrate on the effects of education level; the aim is to study
whether masters are more or less satisfied with their current job than bachelors. For that, I run the model (to be
described shortly) separately on male and female respondents. Firstly, separate regressions are run for each country.
In each case, primary job-related factors are added sequentially to make sure that the previously added factors have
stable effects in terms of sign and significance. Secondly, countries are grouped based on the size of the effect from
education level (positive, small/no effect, negative). Finally, these groups are divided into more homogeneous (in
terms of the effects of other explanatory variables) subgroups, adding interactions with countries where significant.
Tobit regressions are then run on the resulting country groups.
Secondly, differences in job satisfaction determinants between bachelors and masters are investigated. For that,
samples of each country are divided into bachelors and masters, and the same model is run on this level. Countries
are then grouped based on the similarities of effects. The model is then run on the level of country groups.
In regressions on country groups, I employ the Huber–White estimator appropriate for clustering of observations;
in particular, the estimators I use assume that observations are uncorrelated across countries, but can be correlated
within countries.
The model consists of the following variable groups: (1) primary job-related factors, (2) other job-related factors
(tenure and its square, overeducation dummy, supervising position dummy, public firm dummy), (3) firm size, (4)
immigrant background and (5) general demographics (age and its square, disability dummy). Where relevant, sex or
education level is added as an explanatory variable.
For readability and analysis purposes, all primary job-related factors were re-coded into dummies. Originally, they
are coded on a 1–4 or 1–5 scale. In case of four categories, categories 1–2 are coded as 0 and categories 3–4 as 1. In
re-coding five-level variables, categories 1–2 are coded as 0 and categories 3–5 as 1.
3. Results
The results are grouped into the effects from education levels (Table 2), from primary job-related factors (Table 3)
and from other factors (Table 6).
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3.1. Effects from Education Levels
There is no country where females with a master’s degree are more satisfied with their current job than bachelors.
The group Belgium-Bulgaria-Denmark-Spain-UK has a strongly negative effect from education level, while the group
Greece-Israel-Sweden has a moderately negative but not significant effect. The other five countries (Germany, France,
the Netherlands, Norway and Poland) show no difference in job satisfaction between females with different education
levels.
The job satisfaction level of males is affected by education level to a greater extent. For respondents from Belgium,
Greece, Israel and Poland, the effect is strongly negative (comparable to the similar effect for females), but for the
group Germany-Spain-UK it is 1.5 times greater in absolute terms. The Netherlands and Norway show a slightly
positive return on education in terms of job satisfaction, while the group Bulgaria-Denmark-Sweden shows a strongly
positive effect. France is an outlier with an extremely positive effect from education level.1
3.2. Effects from Primary Job-Related Factors
When respondents are divided into bachelors and masters, countries from the same geographical region tend to
show similar effects from explanatory variables. Hence, I consider four groups of countries: Northern Europe (Den-
mark, Norway, Sweden), Southern Europe (Israel, Greece, Spain), the Netherlands & the UK, and the remaining
Central Europe (Belgium, Bulgaria, Germany, France, Poland). The Netherlands and the UK were separated from
the Central Europe group to keep the latter sufficiently homogeneous. The remaining parts of this section discuss the
results of these models.
Factors that in all cases increase job satisfaction are variety in work, whether job requires learning, career oppor-
tunities and appropriate monetary compensation. In most cases, positive effects are also found from the help from
co-workers2 and ability to manage own working time3. Factors that decrease job satisfaction in most cases are work
overload4, health at risk at work5 and risk moving to a less interesting job6.
In all country groups, masters are much more sensitive than bachelors to career opportunities and less sensitive to
the risk of moving to a less interesting job and appropriate monetary compensation, the latter especially pronounced
in Northern Europe. In all country groups except for Northern Europe, masters are much more sensitive to variety in
work, while in Central and Southern Europe, they are much more sensitive to both content-related factors.
These results can be summarised by ranking primary job-related factors based on the absolute size of their effects
on job satisfaction. Tables 4 and 5 report the top five factors by country group and education level.
For masters, variety in work is the first or the second most important factor in all four country groups, while
for bachelors, job content factors are in top-three everywhere except for Southern Europe. On the contrary, career
opportunities and appropriate monetary compensation never occupy positions higher than the fourth in Northern and
Southern Europe, contrary to what theory would predict. Career opportunities significantly affect job satisfaction
everywhere, but only in the Netherlands and the UK, they are the most important factor, while in the other country
groups, they are never higher than the fourth position.
Apparently, what moves these two compensation-related factors down the ladder of importance is the inclusion of
job risks, which were absent from the models of job satisfaction of the tertiary-educated, but which in most cases7
are in the top-three. In general, thus, while both [1] and [11] found that the first two most important factor groups are
content and compensation, my results show that job-related risks are placed between them, so that the relevant order
is (1) content, (2) risks and (3) compensation.
1The effects of other variables on the job satisfaction of French men also differ from those observed for Bulgaria, Denmark and Sweden. Hence,
I ran a separate regression on them.
2Not significant for bachelors in Central Europe and the UK, negative in the Netherlands.
3Not significant for masters in the Netherlands & the UK and negative for masters in Southern Europe.
4An increasing effect is found for masters in Northern and Southern Europe.
5Not significant for masters in Southern Europe.
6Positive for bachelors in Central Europe and not significant for masters in the Netherlands & the UK.
7Except for the Netherlands and the UK.
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Table 3. Marginal Effects after Tobit Regressions of Job Satisfaction: Primary Job-Related Factors
Central Europe Netherlands & UK Northern Europe Southern Europe
Bachelors Masters Bachelors Masters Bachelors Masters Bachelors Masters
Content
Variety in work 0.800∗∗∗ 0.843∗∗∗ 0.501∗∗ 1.071∗∗∗ 1.595∗∗∗ 1.311∗∗∗ 0.293∗∗ 0.914∗∗∗
Job requires learning 0.264∗∗ 0.427∗∗∗ 0.947∗∗∗ 0.256∗∗∗ 0.653∗∗∗ 0.663∗∗∗ 0.335∗∗∗ 0.897∗∗∗
× Bulgaria −0.479∗∗∗
× Germany −0.469∗∗∗
× Spain −1.297∗∗∗
Effort
Job requires to work hard 0.216 0.362∗∗∗ 0.927∗∗∗ 0.554 −0.181∗∗∗ −0.239∗∗∗ 0.320∗∗ −1.075∗∗∗
× Belgium −0.336†
× Bulgaria −0.405∗∗∗
× Spain 1.519∗∗∗
Work overload −0.343∗∗∗ −0.384∗∗∗ −0.668∗∗∗ −0.403∗∗∗ −0.445∗∗ 0.207∗∗∗ −0.302∗∗∗ 0.424∗∗
× Belgium 1.174∗∗∗
× Spain 0.633∗∗∗ −0.912∗∗∗
× Sweden −0.643∗∗∗
Risks
Health at risk at work −0.552∗∗∗ −0.813∗∗∗ −0.927∗∗∗ −0.324∗∗∗ −0.388∗∗∗ −0.618∗∗∗ −0.575∗ 0.176
× United Kingdom 0.963∗∗∗
× Spain 1.120∗∗∗
× Denmark 2.685∗∗∗
Risk moving to a less interesting job 1.040∗∗∗ −0.578∗ −0.504∗∗∗ −0.112 −0.895† −0.831∗∗∗ −1.128∗∗∗ −0.824∗∗∗
× Greece 1.691∗∗∗ 1.859∗∗∗
Compensation
Career opportunities 0.523∗∗∗ 0.687∗∗∗ 1.107∗∗∗ 1.135∗∗∗ 0.339∗∗∗ 0.494∗∗∗ 0.562∗∗∗ 0.669∗∗∗
Paid appropriately 0.916∗∗∗ 0.902∗∗∗ 0.675∗∗∗ 0.610∗∗∗ 0.613∗∗∗ 0.341∗∗∗ 0.448† 0.459∗∗∗
× Norway −0.335∗∗∗
Wage depends on effort 0.173† −0.435∗∗ −0.745∗∗∗ 0.493∗∗∗ 0.000 −0.229∗ −0.341∗∗∗ 0.313∗∗
× Belgium 0.741∗∗∗
× United Kingdom −1.160∗∗∗
× Greece 0.588∗∗∗
× Israel −0.353∗∗∗
Employment guarantee 0.650∗∗ 0.450∗∗ −0.144∗∗ 0.104 0.131 0.348∗∗∗ −0.238∗ 0.525∗∗∗
× Israel 0.936∗∗∗
Support
Help from co-workers 0.116 0.431∗∗∗ 0.704∗∗ −0.451∗∗∗ 0.227† 0.363∗ 0.646∗∗∗ 0.593∗∗
× Belgium −0.302∗
× France −0.674∗∗
× United Kingdom 0.683∗∗∗
× Greece −1.326∗∗∗
× Norway −1.091∗∗∗
Can manage own work time 0.518∗∗∗ 0.572∗∗∗ 0.381∗∗∗ 0.144 0.139∗∗ 0.113∗∗∗ 0.804∗∗∗ −0.760∗∗
× Bulgaria −1.566∗∗∗
× Poland −2.111∗∗∗
× Belgium −0.966∗∗∗
× Sweden −0.661∗∗∗
× Spain −0.995∗∗∗ 1.602∗∗∗
∗∗∗p < 0.01, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗p < 0.10, †p < 0.15 Standard errors adjusted to account for intra-country correlations. Subset of results reported.
Country grouping: Central Europe (Belgium, Bulgaria, Germany, France, Poland); Northern Europe (Denmark, Norway, Sweden); Southern
Europe (Spain, Greece, Israel).
3.3. Effects from Other Factors
Overeducation (defined as working in jobs belonging to ISCO major groups 4–9, where tertiary education is gener-
ally not required) is another factor specific to tertiary graduates, besides the difference between bachelors and masters.
One would expect that the overeducated would have a considerably lower job satisfaction than the well-matched ter-
tiary graduates because their potential is not used at work. In some contrast to these expectations, there are no
statistically significant effects from overeducation for bachelors (except for the Netherlands–UK group), while for
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Table 4. Ranking of the Five Most Important Primary Job-Related Factors: Central Europe and Netherlands & UK
Rank Central Europe Netherlands & UKBachelors Masters Bachelors Masters
1 Risk moving to a less int. job Paid appropriately Career opportunities Career opportunities
2 Paid appropriately Variety in work Job requires learning Variety in work
Health at risk at worka
Job requires to work hard
3 Variety in work Health at risk at work Wage depends on effort Paid appropriately
4 Employment guarantee Career opportunities Help from co-workersa Wage depends on effort
5 Health at risk at work Risk moving to a less int. job Paid appropriately Help from co-workers
Can manage own working time Work overload
a Only for the Netherlands. For the UK, this factor is considerably less important.
Table 5. Ranking of the Five Most Important Primary Job-Related Factors: Northern and Southern Europe
Rank Northern Europe Southern EuropeBachelors Masters Bachelors Masters
1 Variety in work Variety in work Risk moving to a less int. job Job requires to work hard
2 Risk moving to a less int. job Risk moving to a less int. job Can manage own working time Variety in work
Job requires learning
3 Job requires learning Job requires learning Help from co-workers Risk moving to a less int. job
4 Paid appropriately Health at risk at work Health risk at work Can manage own working time
Career opportunities
5 Work overload Career opportunities Paid appropriately Career opportunities
masters, the effects are strongly negative in all country groups except for Northern Europe. Looking on the absolute
size of marginal effects, one can observe that job satisfaction of masters is more sensitive to overeducation than that
of bachelors.
Females (both bachelors and masters) are more satisfied than males in Central and Southern Europe, while less in
the other two groups. Moreover, except for Southern Europe, sex effect size decreases with education level, meaning
that the higher the education level is, the less pronounced the differences in job satisfaction across sex are.
Age effect is found only for bachelors, in all country groups except for Central Europe. The effect is U-shaped
in Northern and Southern Europe and inverse U-shaped in the Netherlands & the UK. I also run regressions with
interactions added between sex and age and age-squared (not reported). A U-shaped relationship for bachelor males
was found everywhere except Central Europe and for master males in Central Europe and the Netherlands & the
UK. For females, however, a U-shaped effect is observed only for bachelors in Northern Europe (note also that the
absolute effect from sex in Northern Europe is the smallest across all country groups, meaning a better gender equality
with respect to job satisfaction). On the contrary, in the Netherlands & the UK (both bachelors and masters) and for
bachelors in Southern Europe, an inverse U-shaped effect is observed for females.
Masters are more sensitive to disability and/or serious health problems. However, disability decreases job satisfac-
tion of masters only in Central Europe and the Netherlands, while it significantly increases it for masters in the UK
and the other two country groups.
Holding a supervising position increases job satisfaction only in Central Europe, for both bachelors and masters.
In the other cases8, the effect is negative.
Finally, bachelors in all country groups prefer to work for small companies, while for masters such effects are
observed only in Central Europe and the Netherlands & the UK.
4. Discussion
Investment in further education should pay out, e.g., via higher wages, lower risk of unemployment and higher job
satisfaction. This would be a typical conclusion from theory. In practice, though, one can observe that individuals are
frequently unable to find a job that they would consider a good match. The most obvious consequence of such failure
is overeducation. While it does not affect the job satisfaction of bachelors, masters become highly dissatisfied if they
8Small and not significant for masters in the Netherlands & the UK.
688   Alexander Tarvid /  Procedia Economics and Finance  24 ( 2015 )  682 – 690 
Table 6. Marginal Effects after Tobit Regressions of Job Satisfaction: Other Factors
Central Europe Netherlands & UK Northern Europe Southern Europe
Bachelors Masters Bachelors Masters Bachelors Masters Bachelors Masters
General Demographic Characteristics
Age –0.023 –0.051 0.071∗∗∗ 0.026 –0.118∗∗ –0.104 –0.087∗ –0.018
Age2/100 0.043 0.060 –0.058† –0.030 0.153∗∗ 0.128 0.129∗∗ 0.037
Female 0.511∗∗ 0.487∗∗∗ –0.421∗∗∗ –0.159† –0.139∗ –0.018 0.392∗∗∗ 0.448∗∗∗
× Germany –1.102∗∗∗
× Belgium –0.797∗∗∗
× France –0.841∗∗∗
× Denmark 1.162∗∗∗
Disabled 0.257∗ –0.826∗∗∗ –0.464∗∗∗ –0.598∗∗∗ 0.124† 0.335∗∗∗ 0.112 0.667∗∗∗
× Germany –0.795∗∗∗
× France –1.374∗∗
× Bulgaria 1.355∗∗∗
× United Kingdom 0.761∗∗∗
× Norway –0.363∗∗∗
× Spain –1.161∗∗∗
× Denmark –0.370∗∗∗
Firm Size, rel. 25–99 employees
< 10 0.111 –0.009 0.570∗∗∗ 0.524∗∗∗ 0.202 –0.074 –0.076∗∗∗ 0.100
10–24 0.272∗∗∗ –0.284 0.055 0.716∗∗ 0.161∗∗∗ 0.164 0.510∗∗∗ –0.023
100–499 0.123 –0.489∗∗ –0.032 0.664∗∗∗ –0.162∗∗∗ –0.249 0.407† 0.302
> 500 –0.196 –0.209† –0.311 –0.037 –0.059 –0.036 0.313 0.231
Other Job-Related Factors
Tenure –0.012 –0.005 –0.008 0.048∗∗∗ –0.027 0.007 0.035∗ 0.053∗∗∗
Tenure2/100 0.047 0.050 0.021 –0.064 0.06 0.041 –0.050 –0.282∗∗∗
Overeducated 0.247 –1.391∗∗∗ –0.381∗∗∗ –0.500∗∗∗ –0.133 –0.423 –0.229 –0.408∗∗∗
× Bulgaria –1.841∗∗∗
× Poland –3.303∗∗∗
× Israel 0.852∗∗∗
Supervising position 0.242∗ 0.190∗∗∗ –0.184∗ 0.012 –0.146∗∗∗ –0.197∗∗∗ –0.272∗∗∗ –0.283†
× Bulgaria –0.284∗∗∗
× Poland –0.307∗∗∗
× Sweden 0.307∗∗∗
× Israel 0.558∗∗∗
Public firm 0.027 0.360∗ 0.721∗∗∗ 0.791∗∗∗ 0.415∗∗∗ –0.408∗∗∗ –0.036 0.085
× France 1.332∗∗∗
× United Kingdom –0.823∗∗∗ –0.798∗∗∗
× Denmark –0.701∗∗∗ 1.102∗∗∗
Immigrant Background
Minority 0.699∗∗ –0.951∗∗∗ –0.748∗∗∗ –1.215∗∗∗ –0.082 –0.194 0.363∗∗∗ –0.027
One parent immigrant 0.083 –0.506∗∗∗ –0.701∗∗∗ –0.216† –0.119 0.518∗∗ 0.645∗∗∗ –0.942∗∗∗
Both parents immigrants –0.052 –0.418 0.436 0.542∗∗∗ –0.484 –0.598 0.13 –1.013∗∗∗
CEE or FSU immigrant 1.444∗∗∗ 0.416 –1.039∗ –0.602† 0.299 –0.008 0.377 –1.534∗∗∗
LAA immigrant –0.260 0.932∗∗ 0.049 0.694∗∗∗ 0.059 0.367† –0.567∗∗∗ –0.562
Other European immigrant 0.242 0.734 0.118∗ –0.156∗∗∗ –0.339 –0.239∗ 0.08 –0.550†
Regression Fit Indicators
N 432 616 229 215 466 281 405 243
McFadden’s pseudo R2 0.1214 0.1431 0.1244 0.1538 0.1001 0.1202 0.0936 0.1262
∗∗∗p < 0.01, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗p < 0.10, †p < 0.15 Standard errors adjusted to account for intra-country correlations. Subset of results reported.
Country grouping: Central Europe (Belgium, Bulgaria, Germany, France, Poland); Northern Europe (Denmark, Norway, Sweden); Southern
Europe (Spain, Greece, Israel). Country fixed effects not reported.
work in positions inappropriate for their level of education. Nevertheless, even after controlling for overeducation, I
showed that masters are frequently less satisfied with their jobs than bachelors.
One of the possible explanations is that masters strive for higher status in the organisation, so that they receive
benefits that distinguish them from employees with only bachelor degree. Indeed, while both career opportunities
and appropriate wages increase job satisfaction of bachelors and masters, the latter are more career-oriented and less
wage-oriented than the former. Evidence on lower returns of the master’s degree means that its holders very often
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have expectations that substantially exceed what they actually face in their job.
Career and wages, though, in many cases are not the most important determinants of job satisfaction. Very fre-
quently, it is job content that has the highest influence on employee’s contentment, especially in Northern and Southern
European countries. In other words, even a highly paid job with perfect opportunities for career growth could distract
employees if it is monotonous or stagnates one’s personal progress by not requiring learning anything new. As a
further proof of this claim, recall the negative returns to working in a supervising position, observed in all countries
except for the Central European. Moreover, employers should decrease the risks associated with the job, as in many
cases, they are more important than compensation for employees.
The results also support the Job Demands–Resources model in that support activities are important to mitigate
stressful situations in the job and, consequently, increase job satisfaction. Nevertheless, resources (including content
and compensation groups) are the first thing employers should concentrate on.
Considerable attention has long been paid to gender effects in empirical literature. I find that, with minor excep-
tions, women are actually more satisfied with their jobs than men. Moreover, gender gap in job satisfaction decreases
with higher levels of education. One should also note that the difference in job satisfaction between men and women
is very small in Northern Europe.
5. Conclusions
Based on the results of this paper, recommendations can be made for both employers and employees. Employers
should concentrate on providing jobs with attractive content and lower risk. They also should keep in mind that
masters are more responsive to career opportunities, while bachelors are more focused on wages.
Before they choose to continue studies at master’s level, employees should realise that their actual gains in the
labour market could be lower than their expected gains, whatever claimed by their universities. The more realistic
graduates’ expectations are, the lower should be the gap in job satisfaction between bachelors and masters.
Further studies on this topic should include the field of study variable to check whether the supply of graduates
from a field affects the job satisfaction of a graduate from this field. Unfortunately, ESS round 5 does not include this
information.
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